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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Request for Continued Examination filed on 12/22/2005 has been entered. 

2. Upon entry of Request for Continued Examination, the amendment and written response filed 
on 12/22/2005 has been entered and considered. 

3. Claims 1 and 36 have been amended. 

4. Claim 73 has been added. 

5. Claims 1-73 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 12/22/2005, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 1-6, 9-11, 36-41, and 44-46 under 35 U.S.C 102 (e) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Cho (U.S. Patent No. 6,795,1 18 Bl) and Imaino et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,847,823). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-11, 35-46 and 72-73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cho (U.S. Patent No. 6,795,1 1 8 Bl) in view of Imaino et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,847,823). 

a. Referring to Claim 1, Cho discloses an image sensor testing system, which tests 
pixels in one or more windows by comparing the pixels in the windows with a given 
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pixel value to determine whether the pixels in the windows are good or bad, column 
2, lines 16-26. Additionally, Cho discloses a counter for counting the number of bad 
pixels in the window to determine whether the sensor is defective by comparing the 
number of bad pixels with a threshold value, column 2, lines 62-65 and column 3, 
lines 1-6. However, Choi does not teach the testing system using a sliding window, 
which is configured to occupy a number of image sensor lines less than the total 
number of image sensor lines, and the sliding window slides from a first position to a 
second position such that the second position frames the same number of lines as the 
first position, the number of lines being greater than one and the second position 
frames all but one of the lines from the first position. Imaino et al at column 13, lines 
1-3 and 14-25, teaches using the sliding window technique to determine the defects in 
a pixel-based image, in which a sliding window determines whether the number of 
defect pixels in the window exceeds a particular value, and if the number of defect 
pixels in the sliding window exceeds the particular value, then the image is deemed 
defective. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use sliding window technique taught by Imaino 
in Cho's system. And a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to do so 
because Cho already teaches examining image pixels in windows on a test image 
captured by an image sensor to determine the state of image sensor, and the use of 
sliding window technique provides a more thorough examining of the test image and 
it would make a better determination on whether or not the image sensor is faulty. 
The examiner notes the sliding window taught in Imaino demonstrates the size of the 
sliding window is modifiable, column 13, line 17, and although Imaino does not 
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explicitly show a sliding window configured to occupy a number of image pixel lines 
and how it slides from one position to the next by one line at a time, they are inherent 
characteristics of sliding window technique, and they can be evidenced in figure 6 of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,339,092. The examiner farther notes no motivation is provided 
herein for U.S. Patent No. 5,339,092 since U.S. Patent No. 5,339,092 is incorporated 
as an evidentiary reference. (In re Donohue, 766 F.2d at 533, 226 USPQ at 621. See 
MPEP § 2131.01 for more information on using secondary references to show that 
the primary reference contains an "enabling disclosure. ") 

b. Referring to Claim 2, the combination of Cho and Imaino discloses wherein the 
controlling step comprises moving the window line by line over the entire 
cartography and, for each position of the window, making a calculation from the 
number of bad pixels present in the window (see explanation for claim 1). 

c. Referring to Claim 3, the combination of Cho and Imaino discloses where the 
processing of bad pixels is intended to be carried out in parallel, each line of pixels on 
output of the sensor being divided into a number of sections, the pixels of each 
section being assigned to a respective parallel processing path, and the set of bad 
pixels counted in a window on the controlling steps comprises, for each line of the 
window, solely of bad pixels to be found in a section among the line sections where 
they are most numerous (Cho teaches the capability of column-parallel readout 
architecture for image array, column 3, line 45 and an counter for counting the 
number of bad pixels in a window, column 2, line 63-65). 

d. With regard to Claim 4, see explanation in Claim 3. 
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e. Referring to Claim 5, the combination of Cho and Imaino discloses wherein the set of 
bad pixels counted comprises the sum of the most numerous pixels in a line section 
on each of the lines of the window, which sum must not exceed the maximum limit 
(Cho: column 3, lines 20-24 or Imaino: column 13, line 15). 

f. With regard to Claim 6, see explanation in Claim 5. 

g. Referring to Claim 7, the combination of Cho and Imaino does not explicitly teach 
the number of line section is equal to four, and the bad pixels being processed in 
parallel on four. However, Imaino teaches the size of the sliding window is 
modifiable and Cho teaches the image pixel can be readout in parallel. Additionally, 
applicant does not teach having the number of line section equal to four would solve 
any stated problem nor would post any significant advantages, and it appears that 
having any number of line section would perform equally well. 

h. With regard to Claim 8, see explanation in Claim 1 . 

i. Referring to Claim 9, the combination of Cho and Imaino discloses wherein the set of 
bad pixels counted on the controlling step consists of the sum of the bad pixels in the 
window (Cho: column 3, lines 20-23 or Imaino: column 13, line 15). 

j. With regard to Claim 10, see explanation in Claim 9. 

k. Referring to Claim 1 1, the combination of Cho and Imaino discloses wherein a sensor 
is rejected if there should only one location of the window on its cartography for 
which the set of bad pixels is incompatible with the maximum limit (when an area 
location of the window consists number of bad pixels more than the maximum limit, 
the sensor must be rejected since it already exceeds the maximum tolerance threshold 
value). 
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1. Referring to Claim 35, the combination of Cho and Imaino does not explicitly teach 
the qualification of sensors is intended for medical radiology. However, the examiner 
takes official notice that Cho's sensor can be used in the medical field for radiology. 
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m 36, see explanation 
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im 72, see explanation 

im 73, see figure 6 in the evidentiary patent, 5,339,092. 
8. Claims 31-34 and 68-71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cho 
and Imaino et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Lawrence (U.S. Patent No. 
6,219,443 Bl). 

a. Referring to Claim 31, Cho discloses the threshold value 122 is determined. And 
Imaino teaches the percentage of bad pixels is determined based on the size of the 
slide window. Neither Cho nor Imaino explicitly teaches the calculation of the 
maximum limit, the threshold value 122 in Cho, of number of bad pixels in a given 
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area of the image that can be processed may include a first phase of establishment of 
a real limiting value and a second stage of obtaining a limiting value used for the 
control step, the latter value being obtained by reducing the real limiting value. 
Lawrence teaches comparing the number of bad pixels with average and standard 
deviation of the entire display, note the claimed "real limiting value" in the first phase 
is the size of the display, and then compare the number of bad pixels in an NxN block 
with average and standard deviation of the NxN block, note the claimed "limiting 
value" in the second stage is the size of the block, which is smaller than the size of 
the entire display, and because the NxN block is smaller than the entire display, the 
limitation of "the latter value being obtained by reducing the real limiting value" is 
satisfied. At the time the invention was made, a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to adapt Lawrence's bad pixel counting technique in the 
combinational system of Cho and Imaino because Lawrence's technique of inspecting 
the number of bad pixels in a display is an alternative to Cho's and Imaino's, and Cho 
at column 3, lines 55-57, teaches other improvements and modifications are 
welcomed. And Imaino at column 13, lines 19-20 hints the parameters such as the 
percentage of the bad pixels is modifiable. 

b. With regard to Claim 32, see explanation in Claim 3 1 . 

c. Referring to Claim 33, Cho does not explicitly teach the sensor delivering a series of 
images to determine the bad pixels, however, it is understood in the art that a sensor 
can be a standard video camera sensor, which delivering the image at a rate of 30 
image per second, which is a fixed separation between two successive images, and 
Cho teaches the processing is done one image at a time, therefore, the number of bad 
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pixels in one image frame is determined before the next frame starts. With the bad 
pixel detecting technique taught by Lawrence as taught in Claim 31 above, the values 
of the average and standard deviation of the image change because of the change in 
images, and the maximum number of bad pixels per image will vary accordingly. The 
motivation for combining Cho and Lawrence is provided in Claim 31 . 

d. With regard to Claim 34, the examiner takes official notice the combination of Cho, 
Imaino and Lawrence system can provide remaining time greater than or equal to 690 
microseconds because the remaining time is dependent upon the speed of the system 
processor. According to Cho, his system welcomes improvements, it would be 
obvious to adapt a fast system processor to reduce the processing time, which results 
an increase in remaining time. 

e. With regard to Claim 68, see explanation in Claim 31. 

f. With regard to Claim 69 see explanation in Claim 68. 

g. With regard to Claim 70, see explanation in Claim 33. 

h. With regard to Claim 71, see explanation in Claim 34. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 12-30 and 47-67 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Tom Y. Lu whose telephone number is (571) 272-7393. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 8:30AM-5PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Joseph Mancuso can be reached on (571)-272-7695. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may 
be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Tom Y. Lu 




